This paper reports a qualitative case study of college-level English as a foreign language teachers' attitudes towards oral corrective feedback. Our goal is to characterize such attitudes considering a model which integrates cognitive, affective and conative components as well as different aspects of oral corrective feedback. Six English instructors working in English language teaching at a university in southern Mexico were interviewed. Directed qualitative content analysis shows that (1) participants prefer implicit corrective feedback strategies, and (2) considerations of students' feelings guide their overall attitudes toward corrective feedback. The participants seem unaware of most corrective feedback strategies and consideration of students' cognition is absent in the composition of their corrective feedback attitudes. This finding suggests a need for more theory-based corrective feedback training and practice.
Introduction
Oral corrective feedback (ocf) is an area of second language acquisition (sla) of particular relevance for teachers, but also one with a clear disparity between research findings and teachers' beliefs (Sheen, 2011; Vásquez & Harvey, 2010) . The provision of ocf has been very controversial, and no doubt attitudes have played an important role in this controversy. No matter how effective a strategy has proven to be, if the teachers' attitudes are not positive towards ocf in general or towards that specific strategy, they may not use it at all in the language classroom.
The literature on attitudes towards corrective feedback is nonetheless incipient in English as a foreign language (efl) contexts and, to a large extent, terms such as beliefs, perceptions, and attitudes are used interchangeably. Therefore, more research and terminological clarification is needed in such settings. This study is aimed at analyzing the instructors' attitudes towards ocf in an efl teaching program by means of a qualitative approach. Our study was based on Jain's (2014) tridimensional version of Schiffman and Kanuk's (2004) attitude model, and Lyster and Ranta's (1997) model of error treatment. The question guiding this research was: What is the composition of instructors' attitudes toward different aspects of ocf?
Based on recent research, which has reported a disparity between learners' and teachers' attitudes towards ocf, this qualitative study intends to shed some light on the discussion of attitudes towards oral corrective feedback and their role in foreign language education.
Literature Review
Recent studies have focused on instructors' and learners' perceptions and attitudes towards ocf as they seem to play a determining role in the use of ocf strategies and even in the use of ocf in the language classroom. Faqeih (2015) suggests that the learners' attitudes towards ocf can affect their learning outcomes; this also applies to the teachers' attitudes and their teaching.
Attitudes have become of greater concern among scholars due to their assumed influence on individuals' behavior. Previous studies on ocf have found divergent attitudes towards ocf in instructors and learners, mainly towards the type of strategies and their effectiveness (learners show a preference for explicit strategies whereas teachers favor implicit ones). Some factors influencing these teachers' attitudes are their concern about learners' self-confidence, self-esteem, motivation, and feelings, as teachers seem to assume that ocf might negatively affect their students (Firwana, 2010; Hernández Méndez & Reyes Cruz, 2012; Jean & Simard, 2011; Kaivanpanah, Alavi, & Sepehrinia, 2012; Kavaliauskienė & Anusienė, 2012 ; E. J. Lee, 2013; Miranda-Calderón, 2013; Oladejo, 1993; Schulz, 1996 Schulz, , 2001 Yoshida, 2008 Yoshida, , 2010 . Other factors affecting teachers' attitudes towards students' oral errors are the instructors' formal training, teaching experience, and place of employment (Byrnes, Kiger, & Manning, 1997) . Bagozzi (1994a Bagozzi ( , 1994b highlights the fact that attitudes is an umbrella term for diverse concepts such as preferences, feelings, emotions, beliefs, judgments, appraisals, values, principles, opinions, and intentions. Hogg and Vaughan (2005) define attitude as "a relatively enduring organization of beliefs, feelings, and behavioral tendencies towards socially significant objects, groups, events or symbols" (p. 150), and this is the way we understand the term attitudes in the present study. Schiffman and Kanuk (2004) proposed that attitudes are made up of three components: (a) cognitive (beliefs), (b) affective (feelings and emotions), and (c) conative (behavior). Jain (2014) describes them as follows:
Schiffman and Kanuk's Attitudes Model
The cognitive component. These are the thoughts and beliefs of a person about an attitude object; it is a judgment which conforms the person's opinion (belief or not) about an object.
The affective component. This is the emotional response (like or dislike) towards an object of attitude. Attitudes cannot be determined by the mere identification of beliefs as emotions work simultaneously with the cognitive processes related to an attitude object.
The conative component. This is a verbal or nonverbal behavior of an individual consisting of actions or observable responses which are the outcome of an attitude object. This component involves the person's response (favorable or unfavorable) to doing something with the attitude object. Attitudinal responses are assumed to be consistent to some extent; a series of responses show some degree of organizational structure or predictability (Defleur & Westie as cited in Jain, 2014) .
Proposal of a Tridimensional Analysis of Attitudes
From Schiffman and Kanuk's model, Jain (2014) proposes a tridimensional analysis of attitudes based on the different possible combinations of the cognitive, the affective, and the conative components. By the interaction of these three components, an attitude is developed toward an object. Given that each component can be positive or negative, the possible combinations are eight. This tridimensional model has been recently used in a couple of efl studies (Aydoğan, 2016; Bristi, 2015) , and scholars of other disciplines have also started to include it as their method of analysis (Castro, 2016; H. Lee, 2016; Sholihah & Hanafi, 2017 ). Lyster and Ranta (1997) proposed an error treatment model that includes a classification of strategies, types of errors, and the different possible types of learner uptake. For our analysis, we have added the following components: ocf timing, ocf provider (student or teacher), and ocf effectiveness. Figure 1 shows our adaptation of Lyster and Ranta's model.
An Error Treatment Model

Method
Setting and Participants
This study was conducted at the University of Southern Mexico (usm, a pseudonym), which offers a five-year ba program in English language teaching (elt). The students are required to take eight English courses whose aim is for learners to develop the four language skills: listening, speaking, reading, and writing. As a graduation requirement, students need to pass the Cambridge Certificate in Advanced English or an equivalent examination.
The six instructors interviewed in this study were teaching English i, iii, v, and vi, the English levels offered by the program during the term when data were collected. The participants' ages ranged from 29 to 49 years old. They are hourly lecturers; all of them hold an English language bachelor's degree, and a master's degree. They all have at least five years' experience teaching efl at the college level. These teachers were selected because of their schedule and availability. Pseudonyms were used to ensure confidentiality: Raven (30 years, female), Erik (49 years, male), Jean (37 years, female), Scott (31 years, male), Logan (29 years, male), and Xavier (36 years, male).
Research Design and Data Collection
This is a qualitative case study and its unit of analysis is the faculty teaching English courses at usm's ba in elt program. A case study is "an investigation where, through quantitative, qualitative, or mixed processes, an integral unit is analyzed deeply in order to answer a problem, prove a hypothesis, and develop a theory" (Hernández Sampieri, Fernández Collado & Baptista Lucio, 2006, p. 224, own translation) . The participants were interviewed face-to-face using a recorder and a protocol previously designed by the researchers. The data were collected in Spanish, the instructors' l1, to avoid misunderstandings or anxiety issues. For ethical considerations, participants were asked to sign a consent form.
Data Analysis
Our qualitative content analysis was guided by Jain's (2014) 
Reinforcement
(1997) error treatment model. After transcribing the interviews, we identified attitudes toward ocf verbalized by the participants and examined them considering the cognitive, affective, and behavioral components. We also examined the ways these components intertwined with the error treatment dimensions verbalized by the teachers that we assumed would be the objects of attitude: (a) error types, (b) ocf strategies, (c) ocf provider, (d) ocf timing (immediate or delayed), (e) perceived ocf effectiveness, and (f) learner uptake. The analysis remained open to identifying additional objects of attitude not initially considered in the theory. The data were analyzed by all the researchers involved in the study to avoid researcher bias, and their interpretation was validated by two external colleagues.
Results and Discussion
The results and analysis of research data gathered during face-to-face interviews are presented next. This section is organized per object of attitude. Recall that we assumed that different elements of our version of Lyster and Ranta's (1997) model would be objects of attitude. At the same time, our analysis remained open to any new categories that emerged from the data. We found one such category that intertwined with all other objects of attitude: students' feelings. At the same time, learner uptake, as defined by Lyster and Ranta, was not present in our data, but other types of learner reactions to ocf were, and therefore they were also a new category.
Attitudes Towards Different OCF Strategies
As previously mentioned, ocf strategies are divided into two types according to Lyster and Ranta (1997) : implicit and explicit (see Figure 1 ). In the present study, instructors showed more positive attitudes towards the use of some implicit strategies over explicit ones. For instance, recast and body language, two implicit strategies, were favored. The following extracts are evidence of this: The results obtained in the present research are similar to previous studies in this regard. For instance, recast was also favored over other explicit strategies in Lyster and Ranta (1997) , Tsang (2004) , and Surakka (2007) .
A consideration of students' feelings seemed to have a strong influence on the instructors' practice. They reported a tendency to consider perceived aspects of learners' personality (shy vs. outgoing, rapport) and the possibility of hurting or not hurting the students' feelings accordingly when deciding whether to use a specific type of ocf strategy.
I remember that, as a student, I was an introvert and I think it made me feel a little bit bad when someone put me on the spot, so now that I'm a professor…I try to avoid it. (Erik, English i) (Avoidance of explicit strategies)
The repetition strategy makes me feel uncomfortable, so I do recast instead, just using a different tone to encourage them to think and correct themselves; I think I dislike it. I feel a little uncomfortable when I use it because I feel I'm putting them on the spot. (Raven, English i) (Repetition, explicit strategy, recast implicit strategy)
There are some students who…I don't know the word…they are sensitive, they do not participate most of the time, maybe they feel their level isn't the same as their classmates' . The only strategy I used with them is that I recast with what they said wrong right away, then I talk to them one-on-one, but never in front of the group. (Jean, English vii) Yes, I make some students with a low proficiency level repeat what they just said. I walk to where they are seated and tell them, "look you have to say this"…some of them can be corrected directly if All of these comments show a prevalent cognitive component in teachers' attitudes toward ocf strategies: They take into consideration the strategies' potential to hurt students' feelings. Some faculty members, like Jean and Scott, tend to provide explicit ocf one-onone to students who are perceived as shy and might be hurt by feedback, and explicit feedback in the context of the whole class to students who are perceived as outgoing and not likely to be hurt by feedback. Jean and Scott, however, did not see ocf strategies as a trigger of negative emotions in themselves. By contrast, Erik and Raven did report that using explicit feedback strategies (Raven's case) or any kind of ocf strategy (Erik's case) triggered emotional discomfort.
In terms of Schiffman and Kanuk's (2004) model, some participants believe that different types of feedback are situationally in/appropriate (cognitive component). For all participants, their thoughtfulness about the learners' feelings (cognitive component) or their negative emotions triggered by ocf (affective component) guides the decision to use a certain type of ocf strategy or to avoid ocf altogether (conative component). This finding parallels Vásquez and Harvey's (2010) , where most of the educators expressed uncertainty about the best type of feedback and its frequency so as not to affect students' self-esteem or motivation. Similar results are also found in Yoshida's (2008) research, where teachers favored recasts "as their social strategy for the maintenance of a supportive classroom atmosphere in order to sustain learners' motivation" (p. 89). Accordingly, participants showed mostly negative attitudes toward those ocf strategies that, in their opinion, would affect students' feelings or emotions.
Teachers said they tend to use the strategies they have read about as part of their graduate studies; they also reported reproducing their former teachers' practices and also those that worked best for them as learners. However, their actual practices are carried out without a real conscious knowledge of ocf strategies. For instance, they are unaware of most strategy types except recast, body language, and repetition. In those instances where they are said to use one or two of them, there was no evidence that they had reflected on their effectiveness. This seems to be a random way of teaching based on reproducing previous practices without full awareness of their implications for the learning process.
The possible triode combinations for most instructors' attitudes towards ocf strategies were as follows: 1. ppp when strategies are implicit and provided to either shy or outgoing students in the context of the whole class. 2. ppp when explicit strategies are used with shy students one-on-one and when explicit strategies are used with outgoing students in the context of the whole class. 3. nnn when strategies are explicit with shy students in the context of the whole class.
The one exception to this is Erik, who had nnn attitudes regardless of the situation. In general, their attitudes toward ocf strategies are strongly influenced by their perception of an affective orientation towards students' feelings. They enact ocf strategies differently in accordance to such perceptions: one-on-one with shy students, whole-class with outgoing ones. From our data, the participants do not seem to take into account the learners' cognition as a factor when deciding what type of ocf strategy to use. They also seem unaware of the existence of other strategies.
Attitudes Towards Types of Errors
Pronunciation and grammar errors were focused on by the participants when providing ocf. They said these are the error types they need to attend to the most because more practice in these subskills is required or because these types of errors were easier to correct. This is evidenced by the following comments.
Well, I focus a lot...well, it depends on the subject, for example, now that we are learning a new topic I focus on pronunciation a lot because we have studied it before...I gave them a cd, we repeat it, we do the drills and everything that is required. ( Raven's and Scott's comments show evidence of a positive conative disposition toward pronunciationfocused ocf. Logan's comment shows both a positive conative and a positive cognitive orientation toward grammar-focused ocf. He believes this type of correction is effective for students ("they see it faster…they even ask for it…they do not make the error anymore"). By contrast, Logan shows negative beliefs about ocf focused on semantic or perceptual errors ("it's more difficult…").
Four instructors stated that ocf was not provided unless the error in question impeded communication. This is similar to Jean and Simard's (2011) main findings where teachers preferred to correct only those grammar or pronunciation mistakes that impeded communication so as not to interrupt the flow of language and not to affect students' confidence. This finding also coincides with those by Schulz (1996) on teachers' perceptions of grammar instruction and ocf, as the teachers in that study assumed that "[ocf] may activate the 'affective filter' by raising the students' level of anxiety which, in turn, prevents the learner from actually acquiring communicative ability" (p. 344).
As with their attitudes toward ocf strategies, participants' practices and beliefs about pronunciationfocused ocf are based on how they assume students may feel when ocf takes place. Considerations of students' cognition were absent from our participants' statements and thus do not appear to support their teaching practice. Similar results were found in Jean and Simard (2011) and Schulz (1996) . A consideration of students' feelings and experiencederived beliefs (cognitive components) was self-reported to guide practice (conative component). Absent are serious self-reflection or theoretical considerations. Therefore, ocf appears to be provided in a suboptimal manner since the participants do not seem to take stock of matters such as students' age, cognitive development, or the specific nature of the language features in focus and their interplay with acquisition processes.
Instructor's attitudes towards the types of errors could not be fully described despite the fact that they reported correcting two types of errors: pronunciation and grammar. Except for Logan, the other instructors did not verbalize any clear attitudinal dispositions-either positive or negative-in the affective and cognitive components for these two types of errors. What they did report was a clear conative disposition (i.e., actually performing ocf or not) that varied with the error's perceived obstruction of communication. Other types of errors like lexical or syntactic ones were not even mentioned by instructors. Therefore, the overall attitudes toward error types we identified are two: conative n when pronunciation or grammar errors impede communica-
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The overall triodes resulting from Jain's (2014) model were nnn for immediate correction and ppp for delayed correction. Most instructors except Xavier (whose model would be ppp for immediate correction) do not provide immediate correction, with such a conative attitude driven by the cognitive and affective factors stated above. The ppp triode for delayed correction comes from its being considered to be less intrusive, even in the absence of research-based knowledge to support this belief and the resulting practice. It seems that the instructors have not reflected on or read about the benefits of immediate ocf provision.
Attitudes Towards the Provider of OCF
In the present study, the teacher was the principal agent who provided ocf. Only two instructors promoted the use of peer and self-correction; the others emphasized that learners were the ones who initiated peer or self-correction without explicit or implicit promotion on the part of the teachers. Peer correction, according to the instructors, was used mostly in advanced levels and with outgoing students; however, some shy students also used peer correction when they themselves had a proficient level or when classmates were friendly. They also believe peer correction is useful only when there is a good rapport and a sense of fellowship among the students in the class. Otherwise, peer correction is considered to be a source of conflict and discord in the classroom.
Teachers' attitudes towards the provider of ocf seem to be mainly grounded on their beliefs (cognitive component) about affect-oriented objects of attitude since they considered the students' personality and class rapport to make decisions on who provided the ocf in the classroom, and which provider was most effective. This is suggested by the following comments.
Most of the times, I am the one who provides corrective feedback… but some learners do correct their classmates spontaneously… tion and conative p when the error does not impede it. Logan's personal attitudes would also include cognitive p for grammar errors.
Attitudes Towards OCF Timing
The timing of ocf provision in the present study was classified as either immediate or delayed. Most of the participants favored delayed ocf provision when they were asked about the moment they usually correct. Only one out of six teachers referred to the use of immediate ocf; the rest reported that they did not interrupt students and used delayed correction instead, mostly at the end of the class (conative component of attitude). Professors commented that they experienced discomfort at the idea of interrupting students (affective component) because they believed this could cause intimidation and inhibition (cognitive component). This belief seems to be based on their common sense and their preoccupation with hurting their students' feelings, which again are salient objects of attitude. Well, I think that the oral skill is where they feel more intimidated when they are corrected because once they start talking, I believe it isn't right to interrupt to correct them. (Raven, English i) Counter to the participants' opinions, recent research suggests that correcting learners immediately after they have made a mistake might have a positive cognitive effect on their l2 learning process (Sheen, 2011) . Our participants did not report any awareness of this finding, which is in line with their general lack of consideration of cognitive factors. Raven's attitudes toward peer correction show a clear positive affective component ("I like it"). A positive affective component seems to be implicit in Xavier's comment that students react positively to correction regardless of the provider. Jean, by contrast, thinks that peer correction doesn't work (cognitive component) because it leads to discord among students, which suggests a negative affective component in her attitudes toward peer correction.
Because all participants foreground teacher correction (even if some express positive thoughts or feelings about peer or self-correction), they match Hernández Méndez and Reyes Cruz' (2012) findings, where professors considered themselves the authority for providing ocf in the classroom. While some teachers accept peer or self-correction, others, like Jean, do not because it could be harmful for the relationships among students. Previous studies have reported that professors seemed to favor teacher ocf more, followed by self-cf and then by peer ocf. Self-cf, however, was not mentioned by most of our participants (except for Raven). This is despite advice in the literature to encourage self-correction first, and if this does not work, to promote peer correction (Hedge, 2000) . In a study conducted by Doughty and Varela (1998) , they adopted the approach of the two-stage process to promote self-correction: first, encourage self-correction and then, if that fails, provide the correction. Even when self-correction might be time-consuming, there is evidence to suggest that stimulating self-correction can lead to the promotion of acquisition (Ferris, 2006; Lyster, 2004) .
In the present study, the participants reported that some students initiated peer or self-correction, but only Raven seems to be aware of its benefits. Except Jean, most participants did not express negative attitudes toward peer or self-correction, but no one reported using it proactively. Most reported believing that students react positively and seem comfortable towards different correction agents (teacher, peer, self). What needs to be considered here is that, despite the fact that promoting self-correction may be time-consuming at the beginning, it might be more beneficial for students not only for the sake of acquisition, but because it helps to develop a new conception of themselves as autonomous learners that will benefit their learning.
With one exception, we were not able to identify common triodes for the participants in our samples. The exception is that all of them clearly show a positive conative disposition toward teacher-initiated feedback as they all report being the primary ocf providers. They do not say whether they like or dislike this fact, nor do they report any beliefs about it. Raven shows positive affect toward self-correction, but she was the only one to do so and to even bring it up. Jean shows negative affect and beliefs toward peer-correction. The rest accept peer correction passively but do not manifest any enthusiasm or beliefs about it. Another common trend is that, once more, professors tend to focus on students' feelings. For example, Xavier says that students react positively regardless of the source of correction, and Jean reports avoiding peer correction because it would "sow discord" among her students.
Attitudes Towards OCF Effectiveness
Whereas there is research regarding the effectiveness of ocf and explicit instruction on l2 training (Lyster & Saito, 2010; Norris & Ortega, 2000; Valezy & Spada, 2006) , some instructors have been found to believe that ocf is beneficial for students only if it does not affect their affective filter (Schulz, 1996) . We found this belief in one of our participants. In alignment with Truscott's (1999) view that students' feelings must not be hurt for ocf to be effective, Jean believes that ocf effectiveness depends on whether the students felt embarrassed or not.
Well, I think it is effective when you notice they corrected their errors…but I think it is effective if the student continues talking and he doesn't make the same errors because if he only corrects the error, but you as teacher make him feel ashamed, then it is not that effective. (Jean, English vii) Raven considered ocf effective when students did not repeat the error anymore or when students said "yes" after she corrected body language.
When students correct themselves, I feel they have learned it and due to the fact that you correct them over and over again, they know what they're saying and the error they're making and correct themselves in that moment there I feel it is working…When they say yes… [after using body language ocf] I think correction has The other participants didn't report having thought about ocf effectiveness; hence, we could not identify clear triodes for this aspect of ocf. The two participants that had indeed thought about it (Jean and Raven) were at variance. Both believed that ocf effectiveness hinges on students' ability to self-correct (a cognitive attitude). However, Jean added that, for feedback to be considered effective the student must stop making the error altogether (a belief, or cognitive component of attitude) and ocf must not involve feelings of shame. Once again, students' feelings become an object of attitude that mediates different components of participants' attitudes toward ocf.
Attitudes Towards Learners' OCF-Triggered Reactions
We had initially considered learner uptake of ocf as a category, but it did not emerge in the interviews. Instead, the participants reported different learner reactions (different from uptake) triggered by ocf and how they feel about them. The students' reactions were acceptance (Xavier's comments below), indifference (Raven's comment), and defiance of ocf (Erik's comment). Like Erik, most participants appear to adjust their ocf practices in response to such learner reactions: they provide feedback if the learners accept it, and they stop providing it if the learners are indifferent to it or challenge it. Only Xavier reported trying to change students' attitudes to his practices instead of the other way around.
I feel it has a lot to do with how you manage your group…I try for them to adapt to me and not the other way around. I try to create comradeship. (Xavier, English iii) In terms of Jain's (2014) attitudinal model, we identified a clear conative component in terms of performing ocf if students are perceived to accept it and abandoning ocf if students challenge it. Again, students' feelings come up as an object of attitude that mediates the teachers' attitudes toward ocf. In terms of the affective component, the participants might experience negative emotions when their feedback is ignored or challenged, but if they did, they failed to report it. In terms of the cognitive component, most of them reported believing that students in the morning shift are more likely to be indifferent or to challenge feedback. They did not show any awareness of the different uptake categories in Lyster and Ranta's (1997) model or the range of ways they could react to those as teachers. The reason for this might be that there is indeed little learner uptake due to the scant provision of explicit ocf.
Conclusions
The theoretical models by Lyster and Ranta (1997) with regard to error treatment, and the attitudes model developed by Schiffman and Kanuk (2004) , with a tridimensional model proposed by Jain (2014) , turned out to be very useful for the analysis of attitudes towards ocf. It became evident that both the cognitive and affective components play a very important role in instructors' decisions whether to use ocf in the classroom.
The findings suggest that instructors hold beliefs (the cognitive component of attitude) based on their experience as learners and common sense as teachers. Often, these beliefs have students' feeling as the object of attitude. Beliefs about aspects of students' personalities (i.e., whether they are outgoing or shy) and students' likely reactions to feedback guide the instructors' behavior (the conative component of attitude) when deciding whether or how to implement ocf. Similarly, the affective component of attitude plays an important role. Some instructors such as Jean and Erik experience negative emotions toward explicit feedback or all feedback because the thought of making the students uncomfortable makes them uncomfortable in turn. They report that this is due to their past experiences as learners. Although they did not say this explicitly, their negative thoughts, emotions, and actions regarding ocf may also stem from their students' indifference toward and rejection of ocf. Only one instructor, Xavier, reports overall positive attitudes toward ocf, with the remaining three (Logan, Raven, and Scott) being more ambivalent, with some positive dispositions toward some types of ocf in some situations, chiefly when performed implicitly by the teacher without obstructing communication, one-on-one, and in a delayed manner. Conversely, ocf attitudes tend to be negative when it is performed explicitly, immediately, obstructively, and in the context of the whole class. Peer-correction is viewed negatively by some instructors because of the perceived nature of students' feelings and relationship in some settings; self-correction is scarcely thought about.
Then, our findings show that emotions, whether those experienced by the teacher or those that the teacher assumes students will experience, impact the instructors' attitudes towards ocf the most and tend to override the other components. Our findings suggest, therefore, that the attitudes towards ocf in this case of analysis are mediated by the participants' perceptions and beliefs about students' feelings or assumed student attitudes toward ocf. It is interesting that considerations of students' non-emotional cognitive or acquisition processes, or the interplay between specific linguistic features and ocf, were largely absent from our participants' reported beliefs. This may be due to insufficient knowledge of such processes.
Our participants were generally unaware of the different types of strategies they can use to provide ocf or evidence-based practices regarding ocf. Similarly, they are not aware of the role of ocf in language acquisition in general or the benefits of promoting self-correction. Most of them are unaware of the effectiveness of ocf, learner uptake, and ways of following up on learner uptake. This general lack of awareness was one of the reasons why it was impossible to identify cognitive components for some of the objects of attitude. Perhaps this lack of theory-based or literature-based knowledge is the reason some our participants seem not to consider ocf as an important or necessary activity in the process of language teaching and learning.
In their study, Vázquez and Harvey (2010) found that the differences between research findings and teachers' own opinions cause confusion and insecurity, especially in novice teachers. This was not reported in the present study: The more experienced teachers did not seem to hold different attitudes toward ocf or more evidence-based knowledge about it than the novice teachers did. In fact, the more experienced instructors were the ones who said they preferred delayed correction over an immediate one, which runs counter to empirical findings in the literature. Further, their attitude when correcting students was similar to Truscott's (1999) , who states that teachers should be extremely cautious with the use of corrective feedback as it might produce "embarrassment, anger, inhibition, feeling of inferiority, and a generally negative attitude toward the class. " (p. 441)
A pervasive belief among these instructors regarding the teaching and learning of efl in general, and which affects their attitudes, can be summarized in the popular phrase "it is what it is": an idea of hopelessness. With the exception of Xavier, the remaining participants conceived of students' attitudes as static, monolithic, and unchangeable. They seem to believe that teachers cannot do anything about their own or their students' attitudes. Overall, the findings suggest a pressing need for more theory-based and evidence-based training regarding ocf for this group of efl college teachers. We hope these findings are food for thought for language teachers, teacher educators, and decision makers in efl teaching. We suggest that further research about attitudes toward ocf should incorporate a quantitative or experimental component with wider samples in order to arrive at generalizable results.
